book of this last figure makes it look suspect; possibly 149 books is meant). 4 As Paul Needham says, 'we may plausibly suspect that this year of Caxton's effective monopoly is related to the still-unexplained hiatus of English printing during 1486 to 1488'. Caxton was primarily a businessman (and a member of the Mercers' Company to boot), and may well have seen himself as mainly a bookseller before a book printer. 5 A new piece of evidence may lend some support to this theory. Among a trunk of miscellaneous fragments in the Muniment Room of Westminster Abbey, now being gradually sorted, is a very faded and worn paper bifolium, and a small portion of another leaf, which evidently came originally from a merchant's diary or day book (Fig. 1) . 6 The entries over the four pages of the complete bifolium run from 6 October 1488 to 19 November 1488. The fact that they are consecutive entries across one bifolium indicates that the leaves were either the central pages of a quire, or the notebook was made up of individual bifolia (or sheets). The second fragment, a much smaller part of a leaf, of which only portions of text survive, covers, on one side at least, 26 January to 7 February 1489, and shows that the original manuscript must have been more extensive. 7 It is not possible to tell which dates are covered on the verso of the smaller fragment, as only the right-hand, undated portion of the page remains. The fragments have now been catalogued as WAM 67235. The edges of the bifolium are frail, and the ink is very faded. However, the pages themselves are intact, and, with the assistance of multispectral imaging techniques kindly offered by the Multi-Modal Digitisation Suite of University College London, it has been possible to make out the text.
8 Surprisingly, the entries are in Latin, rather than the English which one might have expected of the personal record of a merchant at this date. They are often much abbreviated, using familiar shorthand for regularly-occurring words, leading to the suspicion that they were kept very much for private use. They are set out in daybook form, with entries of varying length for almost every day, with the date of the month listed down the left-hand margin and each entry starting with the day of the week. The watermark, which is clearly visible, is a six-pointed star over a monogram, a device found on paper used in the Low Countries in the 1480s.
9
It will be helpful first to establish whose record this is, before looking in more detail at the particular entries of interest. The author is not named, but a careful investigation of the contents points to his being Richard Nunneley (or Nonneley, or one of its numerous variants), a wealthy grocer of St Stephen Coleman Street in London and a prominent merchant of the Staple. This is suggested primarily by the individuals with whom the merchant was dealing, especially what is clearly a very close and ongoing business relationship with the grocer John Broke, and his apprentice (and probably Nunneley's son-in-law) Thomas Cradley. Broke is known to have been Nunneley's business partner.
10
Richard Nunneley was originally from Shrewsbury, the son of Hugh and Isabel Nunneley, but moved to London to make his fortune in the traditional fashion. He built a 'grete place', a grand London mansion, in 'Edithes Alley' in the parish of St Stephen Coleman Street, far larger than any other property in the parish. 11 For a while the street came to be known as 'Nonneley's Alley'. In 1495 he paid 20d towards the mending of the parish well. He was also a senior member of the Grocers' Company, serving as warden in 1487-8 and again in 1495-6. 12 While serving as warden in 1496 he and his fellow-warden Edward Wood gave substantial donations 'to the ayde and comfort of this worshipful feliship'. 13 Despite the company's relative decline in its dominance of the Calais Staple, Nunneley and his business associates remained significant exporters of wool through this route.
14 With John Broke, he had a licence to export wool to the Mediterranean from London, Southampton, and Plymouth. He also took up civic office. 15 He was elected one of the MPs for London on 2 December 1488, 'to attend the parliament at Westminster on 13 day of January next'. 16 He served as one of the city auditors in 1493-5.
17
Richard Nunneley died in 1497, and the parish bells were rung to mark the event.
18 He was buried in the lady chapel of the church of St Stephen, as he had directed, alongside his first wife Katherine, the daughter of John and Agnes Bradwey. 19 He left six children, four then under-age (Elizabeth, Agnes, Nicholas and William), and two married daughters (Alice and Katherine, very likely married to John Leynard and Thomas Cradley respectively). One other son, Thomas, who had served an apprenticeship with him up to 1483, had previously died but is remembered in the will. 20 Richard's second wife, Margaret, who had formerly been married to William Proyne, survived him and was buried in 1513 in the church of St Mary at Hill. 21 After Nunneley's death, his mansion was substantially renovated at parish expense; the churchwarden's accounts specify works to the 'great chamber', a bolt for the chamber door, new tiles and leads for the roof, underpinning of the hall, and repairs to the garden walls. These were overseen by one of Nunneley's sons-in-law and executors (and a former apprentice of his), John Leynard (or Lednard).
22
The newly-discovered daybook entries outline his daily activities, primarily as a record of business, but also with some reference to social encounters, which often inevitably involved business matters as well. For example, on Thursday 16 October he recorded that he was at home, before 'cena cum doctore Cloos in signo Rose'. 23 The following day Cloos was dispatched with letters for the Bishop of Limerick. Most of the entries record transactions of one kind or another, and many include the financial dealings that went with them, notably in purchases of cloths and other supplies. But the most common feature of the entries is the regular use of letters of introduction or authority to other merchants or prominent individuals. 25 The parties in these arrangements reflect Nunneley's role as a major stapler for the Calais trade. There are mentions of dealings with Sir Reginald Bray, Giles Daubenay, chamberlain of England, Nicholas Boveton, Treasurer of War at Calais, and John Writhe, Garter King of Arms. 26 He had regular business with his main associate and fellow Grocer John Broke, and with Broke's apprentice Thomas Cradley. 27 Clearly Nunneley was influential in national affairs, and had around him a sophisticated network of contacts and business connections. As a rare survival of a late-medieval London merchant's trading activities, this is in itself an important document. It is hoped to produce a full text of the whole manuscript in due course.
But it is two of the entries in November 1488 which are of particular interest. The first, for Tuesday 11 November, reads: 28 It is possible that this marginal note in fact begins 'peto', rather than 'petro', and refers not to Levet's first name, but rather to money owed. Other marginal entries appear to begin in this way. 29 On Levet see BMC VIII (France), pp. 96-107. 30 The ñ might be non, and perhaps indicates that the payment (to the binder?) had not been made. about 34 sous, it is clear that the 25 francs (equalling 12 florins of the total 20) had gone to Levet in Paris, and the remaining 8 florins was being paid to the binder, presumably in London, as the rate is not specified in francs. 31 A proportion of forty per cent going to the binder seems rather high and must represent either an extremely elaborate piece of binding, or, perhaps more likely, a significant amount of work resulting from a large number of individual bindings. Unfortunately, the evidence for the cost of bindings at this date is sparse. 32 
Chancery sheets, as well as 1,200 sheets of Royal papers and one hundred of Imperial, representing 105 volumes of sixty-six named titles. 35 Alternatively, a comparison of the overall price of the order to the valuation put on the books imported by Caxton in the same year seems to reinforce the suggestion that the batch of books imported for Nunneley represents probably not more than ten to twenty books, but possibly something towards the higher end of this range. 36 The high rate for binding in Nunneley's order also reinforces the idea of numerous smaller volumes, rather than fewer large format ones. During this period Cologne and Paris were 'specialists in quartos and smaller formats'. 37 
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Levet was a printer of books from at least 1485, but, as Paul Needham identified, he was clearly exporting books to England (in this instance to Oxford) as early as 1480.
38 Given the paucity of surviving records for the book trade at this time, his sending books to England in both 1480 and 1488 suggests that he may have been a regular supplier of books into the country in the 1480s. From 1485 he printed a steady stream of works, primarily devotional, theological and classical texts, as well as schoolbooks. Nunneley may have been ordering any of these, or other works printed in Paris that Levet could supply. 39 Exactly a week after he recorded his order of books, on Tuesday 18 November, Nunneley recorded that he was at home where 'correxi ipsa nocte legendam visitionis transfigurationis et nominis Jhm quia cum dorminete desit'. This must represent one of the earliest references to textual analysis as an aid to insomnia. Three months before Nunneley's night-time activities, on 14 August 1488, William Caxton had published his Legenda Sarum, which contains in it not only the traditional offices, but in addition the 'nova festa', the Festum Visitationis, the Festum Transfigurationis Jesu, and the Festum Nominis Jesu. 42 This is surely the edition that Nunneley was referring to, which he sat up at night 'correcting'. The introduction of these feasts to the text was indeed a recent one, and, as such, the liturgy may not yet have been generally accepted in a stable form, thus inviting some correction. 43 The limitations of Caxton's presses required him to commission a continental printer, Guillaume Maynyal in Paris, to print for him such a liturgical work which required extensive two-colour printing in red and black. It was an arrangement that had already proved successful for the printing of Caxton's Sarum Missal eight months earlier. 44 But this inevitably meant shipping the resulting volumes from Paris to London.
Caxton's Legenda Sarum is a volume about which we have some rare informa tion on its contemporary sale price. 45 In 1496 twenty copies of the work were valued at the high price of 13s 4d each. Caxton also bequeathed fifteen copies of his remaining stock to his parish church, St Margaret Westminster, on his death in 1491. Of these, thirteen were sold between 1496 and 1501 at prices ranging from 6s 8d to 5s each. This, of course, would be higher than the wholesale price that a distributor like Nunneley would pay for such an edition from the printer or supplier.
It is tempting to suppose that the two entries in Nunneley's daybook accounts are related. That is, that the Legenda Sarum printed in Paris for Caxton comprised at least part of the shipment ordered from Levet in Paris by Nunneley. After all, there are no other references to books in Nunneley's (admittedly brief) surviving daybook entries. It may have been so. But it must be stressed that the evidence is simply not strong enough to confirm this. It is entirely possible that the two entries are completely unrelated. Nunneley ordered a batch of books from Levet, using Caxton as a middleman, and, separately, spent some time in the following week annotating a personal copy of a work that his associate Caxton happened recently to have published. After all, if Caxton's Legenda did feature among the batch ordered by Nunneley, one must reconcile Levet's role in the transaction. Perhaps he was simply the exporter of the works, acting as a middle-man, a task that Maynyal was not equipped to perform. But Nunneley does specifically refer to him as 'impressor', a printer, not as a bookseller (although this certainly need not be given too much weight; Levet was simply best known as a printer). As Morgan and Painter point out, unlike the Sarum Missal, the Legenda's colophon actually contains no mention of Caxton, referring only to Maynyal's role in printing the volume. Caxton's involvement is inferred from parallels to the Sarum Missal, and from the presence of his device in the one surviving copy. 46 But it is possible that 'the book [might] have been ordered jointly by Caxton and one or more other printers and publishers, each of whom might have inserted his own device in his own copies'. Without further evidence, Painter and Morgan are forced to downplay this suggestion. The role of Levet in Nunneley's order may be suggestive. On 2 January 1497, Caxton's successor, Wynkyn De Worde (who was presumably working with Caxton in 1488) collaborated with Levet and the London bookseller Michael Morin in commissioning another edition of the Sarum Missal, this time printed in Paris by Ulrich Gering and Berthold Rembolt. 47 It is tempting to imagine some similar arrangement in place in 1488 between Caxton, Levet and Maynyal (with some form of input, even if only as distributor of a few copies, by Nunneley). In this context, it is perhaps worth noting Blayney's aside that, although the scanty evidence hardly warrants a firm conclusion that 'the importation of primers was dominated by Grocers' in the first decade of the sixteenth century, such evidence as there is is at least suggestive.
Of course, the Legenda may have formed only one of a multifarious batch of volumes ordered by Nunneley, printed by Levet himself, or only sourced by him. If the small batch of books supplied by Levet did include a copy, or copies, of the Legenda Sarum, which Caxton had commissioned and was awaiting from Paris, it appears that Nunneley took it upon himself to correct at least one copy of it. It is notable that the one surviving near-complete copy of the edition has been heavily annotated in a fifteenth-century hand throughout, a hand which it may be fanciful to suggest has close similarities in some particulars to that of Nunneley. 48 Even if not Nunneley's own hand (and this seems improbable in terms of the chances of survival), the volume displays evidence of being 'corrected' in just the way that Nunneley appears to have been doing in the autumn of 1488. 49 In many instances these corrections take the form of identifications of biblical sources alongside appropriate passages; but in a few instances the annotations are lengthier digressions on liturgical matters. If the corrections that Nunneley was making during the night of 18 November 1488 were not those to a personal copy of the book, then some form of involvement in the book's publication and preparation for sale is implied.
Nunneley may not have known Levet personally, but made his approach instead through a middle man whom he did know, in this case William Caxton, an acquaintance perhaps from business, personal or official affairs, conducted in Westminster, or through the activities of the Staple. Caxton would have been able to act as assurance of Nunneley's bona fides, and stand surety for payment. If the Legenda did form part of the 11 November order, he may have had a vested interest in which volumes Nunneley was importing.
The precise circumstances of the order in the Westminster Abbey fragment remain unclear. The transaction may have formed part of Caxton's own business as an importer of books, and, if so, it might have been his name, rather than Nunneley's, that appeared on the (no longer extant) Customs Rolls in respect of this order. An entry of this nature on the rolls would not have illuminated the more detailed terms of the order, and Nunneley's record is therefore significant in telling us something of such arrangements, and of Caxton's role in them. What it appears to show is Caxton not so much as the main importer, but as primarily an agent in a trade link of the books, acting as intermediary on a specific commission from another merchant. Caxton at that time was busy importing a number of books. Interestingly, on 10 December 1488, a month after the Nunneley transaction, Caxton is also found exporting 140 books, printed in French, to the continent to a value of £6. His agency between Nunneley and Levet seems entirely consistent with his extensive activities in moving books to and from the Continent at this period. 50 Whichever books the order represents, and whatever the precise business arrangements, it is likely that it was Nunneley who then distributed them to London booksellers, who would mark up the wholesale price and sell them on individually. 51 According to Lotte Hellinga's survey, 'a substantial number of the very typical Paris quartos and octavos of the 1480s and 1490s were bought by a lay public'. 52 The payment to the binder is not in francs, as it is for Levet, but in florins, and so the binding was presumably carried out in London, which would conform to the usual practice of shipping volumes unbound. But the entry does seem to provide evidence that binding took place after arrival in England and in advance of the final sale, and therefore not by the ultimate customer himself. It does not tell us how Nunneley came by his binder (or who that was), whether it was a craftsman already known to him, or one he found, probably via Caxton. Caxton used regular binders, possibly a single bindery (and just possibly 'under Caxton and de Worde's roof'), and there is clear evidence of his having had bound up items printed on the Continent in just this way. 53 It seems entirely plausible that one of these binders known to Caxton might have worked on Nunneley's books.
Unless these were books intended for his personal collection (and his will shows no evidence of books that he himself owned), for Nunneley they will have represented simply another commodity to be sold on for a profit. As Anne Sutton recently remarked, 'mercantile investment in printing was probably far less important than their role as unthinking importers of books, everything done in bulk with the importer acting solely as an agent for the better informed stationers and other retailers'. 54 The sale of books by such occasional bulk importers as Nunneley to local booksellers might not have necessitated binding beforehand; but the important business to be done at local fairs would certainly have required this. 55 None the less, Nunneley's role in correcting the Legenda hints at a more sophisticated involvement in the process than might otherwise have been suspected.
On 12 November 1488, the day after Nunneley recorded his transaction for the books from Levet, he was appointed by the City as one of the Common Councillors 'to attend on our Lord King at his Council at Westminster'. 56 Official duties would take him sometimes to Westminster, to the vicinity of Caxton's workplace. But Nunneley's extant daybook accounts make no further mention of Caxton, of Westminster, or his new City role. His day-to-day business was continuing as usual. On the same day as his City appointment he noted an order for one hundred 'cotrellis'. 57 Caxton's business seems to have been doing well. Commissioning two large liturgical works, printed in Paris for the English market, must have involved a substantial investment. His concentration on trade rather than printing enabled him to expand his operations in the summer of 1488. In July of that year he ceased to rent the loft over the Almonry gate of Westminster Abbey, and took on instead a new (third) and larger tenement in the precincts. 58 His diverse range of activities, as 'editor, translator, seeker of patronage, manager and marketer' show his flexibility; 'he owed his commercial success less to the quality of his printing than to his strategy as a publisher'. 59 His role in providing the link between the merchant distributor Richard Nunneley in London and the bookseller and printer Pierre Levet in Paris is additional evidence of that successful strategy.
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